DOIABCM AOT MEETING

MEETING MINUTES


	DATE: 23 March 2006, 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM, MIB 2603A

	ATTENDEES: Nina Rose Hatfield (PMB), Dorothy Sugiyama (PAM), Mona Williams (PFM), Dianne Shaughnessy (POB), Michael Fansler (OST), Kathy Tynan (FWS), Betty Buxton (BLM), Angela Herring (MMS), Quinntella Wilson (BOR), William Gloor (BOR), Kathryn O’Toole (OSM), Michael Brown (NPS), Charlene Raphael (USGS), Barbara Newman (USGS), Ramsay Tanham (GT), Marc Hebert (GT), Jessica Rancourt (GT), Kristen Beatty (GT), and Kathryn East (GT)

	ACTION ITEMS

	WHAT                                                                             

· Department to disseminate directions on what Bureaus should prepare for the next AOT meeting:
· Identify which Strategic Plan performance measures can be costed corporately.

· Identify which performance measures cannot be costed, and explain why

· Complete spreadsheet distributed after AOT mtg (on 27 Mar) showing how bureau work activities would align to performance measures.  Return to Dot by 6 Apr.

	DETAILED MINUTES

	Topic 1: Treatment of Outputs Produced Over Multiple Fiscal Years 

	Question from USGS:  If an activity takes a number of fiscal years to produce one output, how do you count the output over the years of production, particularly when calculating an annual unit cost?

· Alternative for consideration:

· Break down the activity further into separate activities that produce an  output over one year’s time

· Consider the number of units in production during the year and the activity costs as being the costs generated by all units in production during the year (including the units completed during the year)

· Roll up the costs of the activity to a higher level product or service and count only the units of the higher level product or service (this presumes the higher level product or service is not also a multi-year product or service)
· A fourth potential solution:  Consider the activity as a service that DOI provides.  The output of the activity is the activity itself, and the unit cost is the cost of the activity.

· Example:  DOI Activity L5 - Conduct Research to Inform Decisions on Landscapes, Watersheds, Marine and Coastal Resources.  

· The service provided is conducting research

· The output is research (all projects considered as one unit – individual projects tracked outside ABC/M, e.g. in accounting system/project tracking system)

· The unit cost is the annual cost for DOI Activity L5

· Treatment should be applied on a case-by-case basis to activities with multi-year outputs to ensure meaningful results











Comments/Concerns:
· Although members at the 9 Mar AOT mtg offered to research how other agencies might approach unit costing for activities producing outputs over more than one fiscal year, no one actually did any research.
· BLM and USGS were concerned with the impact considering research as a service and were reluctant to categorize some of their work as “service”.  To get accurate unit costs for research implied treating each research project separately.  While it was acknowledged that all bureaus deal with the multi-year output dilemma, most were also cognizant that each bureau had to decide for itself how best to address the multi-year output issue for their set of activities – USGS needed to decide between alternatives presented in AOT discussion, or consider other alternatives.  
· BLM offered that in the long run, the multi-year output dilemma will balance out.  There is cost “slop over” between fiscal years for projects that start toward the end of the fiscal year and are completed during the following fiscal year.  But this does not affect the unit cost calculation.  USGS would need to consider whether the multi-year output dilemma is significant enough to warrant special treatment, or just decide to accept that research and other multi-year output activities they perform will not have a perfect unit cost – it will be an average unit cost.  
· 
· 


· NPS and others were concerned with R&D criteria, how that would tessellate with the budget, and what would be the most cost-effective way of costing.  You can’t measure the ROI on R&D until it’s done.
·  
· 
· 
· 
· 
· There was overall recognition that when dealing with this issue, there is no one-size-fits-all solution.   
· Need to identify all activities that produce outputs over multiple fiscal years to determine treatment for each.
· Attendees decided to close out the issue.

	Topic 2: Additional ABC/M Codes For Non-ABC/M Activity Costs 

	Proposal from NPS:  Create additional “Z” codes to capture costs for work done that is not related to the DOI mission, and for other costs incurred not related to work done, such as grants

· DOI ABC/M uses only a few “Z” codes – additional “Z” codes would be 2-digit alpha code (alphanumeric codes used for ABC/M activities)

·  Helps to ensure that Bureau extract file contains all costs that DOI ABC/M is capturing 

·  If business rules addressing extract file content change in future, historical costs are captured – should not need to redo extract file for prior FY’s

· NPS activity codes continue to have the burden of carrying a fund source designation in the code.  

· This artifact is a part of the account structure and will not be shaken loose until NPS moves to FBMS.  

· In the mean time, NPS has quite a few activity codes that don’t crosswalk to any DOI activity code.  

· Assuming that it would be a good thing to provide greater transparency to the Department on what these codes represent in dollars, NPS recommends using some of the available DOI activity codes as reporting buckets.  

· The following codes are a first shot at tying up those loose ends:

· Clearing accounts (ZZ): these accounts should zero out by the end of the year and are only used as an accounting technique.  Dollars are moved out from clearing accounts to appropriate activities within a pay period or two.

· Reimbursable activities (external) (ZY): When we do work for others on a reimbursable basis, we are to be fully reimbursed. So at this time, these accounts zero out by the end of the year.

· Income generating Activities (ZX): We try to keep income generating activities separate from those that just show costs.
· Pass through (ZW): These are line item actions that NPS is required to do, typically forwarding money from our accounts to some worthy project.

· Grants (ZV): These are actual dollars from grant programs

· Job Corps Activities (ZU): The Job Corps does not contribute to our mission in any significant way and the activities and costs should not be included in the roll up to Departmental mission goals.

· Holocaust (non-DOI monies) (ZT): This is an organization whose money simple goes through our accounting system.

· Federal Highway Activities (ZS)

· Other (ZR)

Comments/Concerns:

· NPS was concerned with its specific account structure, and their need to establish greater transparency, especially in elucidating elements for the Department. 

· “I recognize that other Bureaus don’t have the archaic account structure that we have; our fundamental elements carry, but we are sending a daily extract with no construct. There are a lot of things that are going on. Essentially, I would like to have more transparency into those elements that are carrying over money to the department.
·   From the departmental perspective, there just appears to be money moving around. However, for us, this reality is that there are reimbursable activities – external reimbursable. Other organizations have us do something for them and they pay us for it. The revenue comes in on one side and the expense on the other side.” (Michael Brown) 
· Transfer funds for job corps centers, holocaust museum, etc. are considered the same as an appropriation – it is the bureau’s responsibility to track spending against the accounts established for these transfer funds.

· BLM offered to assist NPS in establishing a clearer method of tracking these transfer funds and costs for work not related to the strategic plan in NPS’s accounting system.
· AOT decided that establishing additional “Z” codes was not needed at this time.

· NPS withdrew its proposal.
· 




	Topic 3: Performance Alignment Assessment: (Grant Thornton’s Task 4.1 Report on Performance Management Alignment) 

	Performance Alignment Assessment Methodology

Purpose:  To determine how well the Bureaus’ performance measures align to the DOI Strategic Plan.

· Step 1:  Collect and Review Documentation: Reviewed documents describing current performance management structure
· DOI and Bureau-level strategic planning documents

· Budget justification tables

· Other documents (e.g., PART, Strategic or Operating Plans)

· Step 2: Assess Current State: Analyzed the extent of alignment 

· Determined Accuracy of Bureau linkages to DOI strategic goals and measures 

· Outlined consistency of Bureau-level goal and measure definitions to DOI Plan

· Step 3: Hold Bureau Workshops: Vetted the current state assessment 

· Discussed findings with Bureau Subject-Matter-Experts 

· Incorporated Bureau feedback and documented workshop findings

· Step 4: Report Findings and Recommendations: Synthesized Bureau-level results and recommended action related to: 

· Strategic framework

· Linkage of Bureau goals to DOI goals 

· Goal and measure definitions

Performance Alignment Assessment Findings

1. Every DOI performance measure links to at least one corresponding Bureau measure.  

· The majority of Bureau measures link to the Resource Protection and Serving Communities Mission Areas.

· The Bureaus with the most measures linking to the DOI Plan are:

· National Park Service

· Fish and Wildlife Service

· Bureau of Indian Affairs

· Measures linking to the DOI Plan consist of:

· DOI strategic measures

· Bureau-specific measures

· OMB PART measures

· The level at which Bureau measures linked to the DOI Plan varied widely.  Alignment occurred at the:

· End Outcome Goal Measure

· End Outcome Goal

· Intermediate Outcome Goal Measure

· Intermediate Outcome Goal

2.   The majority of Bureau measures are consistent with the DOI Plan.

· Note: The majority of Bureau-specific measures were found to be “Somewhat Consistent” or “Not Consistent.”

3. There is no consistent strategic format for how Bureaus link to the DOI strategic   

      framework.

· Current documents used by Bureaus:

· Bureau strategic plan

· Bureau operational plan

· FY06 Budget Justification Tables 
· Other Bureau documents and spreadsheets
4. The majority of DOI performance measures consistency link to ABC/M activities.

· 
· 
· 
· 
Performance Alignment Assessment Recommendations

1. Each Bureau prepares and provides five-year Operational Plans to include:

· Outline and describe Bureaus’ performance management framework;
· Includes all Bureau performance measures, (PART and Bureau specific performance measures) and their linkage to DOI-level Intermediate Outcome Measures and End Outcome Measures;

· Annual goals and targets.
2. Bureaus Greenbook performance tables include:
· DOI Strategic Plan performance measures, DOI-level Intermediate Outcome Measures and End Outcome Measures Bureaus link to

· Provide an annual snapshot of planned actual targets

3.   DOI End Outcome Goal Measures and Intermediate Outcome Goal Measures encompass

Bureaus’ missions.

4.   Bureau performance measure definitions are consistent with DOI Strategic Plan. 

	Topic 4: Linking DOI Work Activities to the Strategic Plan

	Proposal:  Make all direct DOI work activities cross-cutting, i.e. any direct DOI work activity can link to any end outcome goal, or multiple end-outcome goals

· Current method of linking one DOI work activity to only one end outcome goal too rigid – linking work with end outcome goal on “best fit” basis  

· End outcome goals should show work done to execute it
· Association will be based on Bureau work activity linkage to end outcome goal - association of Bureau work activity to end outcome goal will drive linkage of DOI work activity to end outcome goal

· Use Bureau cross walks and Bureau-provided algorithms/percentage allocations to cost DOI work activities to goals (algorithms/percentage allocations must have rational basis – not “guestimates”)

Discussion outcomes:

· Need to capture the Bureau work activity under the right DOI work activity AND under the right end outcome goal

· If linking one DOI work activity to one end outcome goal works, the Bureau need now change how they are linking their work activities to the DOI work activities and end outcome goals

· If Bureaus can’t develop a method on which to base their % allocations/algorithms, linking one-to-one with a DOI work activity AND end outcome goal still applies

·  % allocations to goals and/or algorithms can change every year, but methodology for  developing algorithms/allocations should stay the same

·  If the methodology used to produce the algorithms/allocations yields replicable results, the methodology should withstand scrutiny

·  Initiative would not be effective before FY07

· The hierarchical structure of the DOI corporate model would only show summary level costs.  Cost detail is in the Bureau models.  The DOI corporate model is not intended (and not built) to contain the same level of detail as the Bureau models.  As such, decision makers should review the data in the DOI corporate model and ask questions about what the data seems to indicate – don’t presume without first doing the research
Issues:

· How do you tie this to the budget?  How do you tie the budget line items to the end outcome goals if the method for costing end outcome goals changes every year?

· How many and which DOI activities need to link to more than one end outcome goal?

· What impact would the initiative have on the development of the Statement of Net Cost? 
· DOI ABC/M doesn’t tie to the Statement of Net Cost – won’t balance

· Cannot model how the Bureaus spread their costs to the end outcome goals in the 

· DOI corporate model with any accuracy/meaning

· How do you keep decision makers from making presumptive decisions on resource allocation based on the data contained in the DOI corporate model

· A cost hierarchy obscures what the costs actually are – no detail.

Comments/Concerns:

· The new costing proposal is ambitious, but seeks to ameliorate imprecision in reporting  cost against end outcomes..  
· 
· According to Dianne, when it comes to presenting the Department’s budget overall, it is clear that DOI is decreasing by $2 million. The process has always been ‘ask what  you think you need to have from us so that we can provide it’, but DOI would also like to have information on what we are spending money on – ABC is supposed to indicate that – that is what we expect; recognize that the cost data has to be cleaned up. 
· PFM was willing to consider associating the work activities to end outcome goals as a way of building the Statement of Net Costs.  PFM would want to see the methodology and make sure it would pass audit.
· The impact of free-flowing activities was discussed, and their ramifications. Several questions remained unanswered/lingering: 1) Could you use it to develop a statement of net cost?  2) What about those things that are not costed to the Bureaus but are in the statement of net costs? 3) How would you aggregate?  It must be auditable all the way down through, whatever methodology.  Reliance must be established, based on how Bureaus are associating their costs to the DOI end outcome goals. Many were concerned that making the activities free flowing would overly complicate the Statement of Net Cost build – building the Statement of Net Costs shouldn’t be done at the corporate level.   


· Group questioned whether applying percentage allocations to associate cost with end outcome goals through DOI work activities would work for the Statement of Net Cost build.   .

	Topic 4: Budget, Cost and Performance Initiative – Engaging the Effort

	Question:  How should the DOI ABC work activities link to performance measures in the Strategic Plan?

· Are any Bureaus costing performance measures now?  Yes, relating to output measures in the strategic plan (e.g. acres restored)

·  How are the costs for these measures determined?  

· Is there a relationship between these output measures in the strategic plan and the workload output measures in ABC?

· Is there a relationship between the output and outcome measures in the strategic plan?

· If output and outcome measures are “related”, can the outcome measures be costed through the related output measures?
Discussion outcomes

· Need to prove whether we can or cannot cost measures meaningfully

· Need phased-in approach to test concept

· Department needs a frame of reference to gauge performance results and assess Bureau/office budget requests

· If the method used to cost performance measures produces replicable results, the method will withstand scrutiny

· A-11, “Proud to Be”, OMB Scorecard address need to cost measures

· Bureaus are costing measures, but not necessarily through ABC/M

· Fixing coding problems is an ongoing issue, but shouldn’t stop the evolution of ABC/M
Issues:

· If performance measures are auditable, would not linking cost to performance measures subject ABC to audit?

· Should we pilot this initiative in some Bureaus to see if it can be done?

· Most Bureaus don’t have valid cost data and can’t determine the unit cost for their own outputs – yet, Bureaus are acknowledging that they can cost measures

· Information may not be valuable at SES level

· What is budget sensitivity of costing measures?

· How to handle phased and shared measures?

· Dept needs to determine whether costing measures through Bureau ABC and other methodologies instead of through the DOI ABC/M corporate model is acceptable and will still allow the Dept to get to green on BPI

· Dept ABC model cost information shows at a macro level what cost of doing work is, as such, it cannot be used to cost performance measures in a meaningful way
Comments/Concerns:

· Some Bureaus found the Strategic Plan to be completely lacking in budget-sensitive outputs. This will have to be reviewed before moving forward 
· The Department has decided to cost performance measures.  It’s now a consideration of how everyone needs to do this; not why we should do this.  
· POB mentioned that at a PMC mtg last year, the bureaus stated that they could cost performance measures.  The question was asked: “How many Bureaus are doing it now?” .  Can the Bureaus cost to both the Bureaus level measures and end outcome goal measures – using ABC???

· FWS can do this for the Bureau measures, Department measures, and Intermediate measures
· NPS can do this. The current project manager can link ABC codes to intermediate outcome goal measures, but not necessarily end outcome goal measures without double counting.  
· OSM does not know if they can do this.  (in a mtg with PFM and POB the afternoon of the 23rd, Carole Sampson stated that OSM could cost measures)
· BLM could cost measures, but requested clarification on whether there was a need to cost both end outcome and intermediate outcome measures.   The Strategic Plan performance measures were intended to be hierarchical, but are not in construct.  To cost both may introduce a double counting issue.  
· MMS agreed that separating the costs and building a hierarchical structure would be beneficial. They would, however, need additional guidance.  MMS is not costing measures now.
· USGS is currently talking about costing in a hierarchical fashion, but the intermediate measures do not aggregate. In general, USGS cannot do this right now. 
· BOR did not give a clear response.
· BIA’s contractor didn’t know. (in a mtg with BIA the afternoon of the 23rd, BIA established that they will eventually be able to cost end outcome goal, intermediate outcome goal, and bureau measures).  They cannot do this now but are building the methodology to do so through their ABC work activities.
· The ‘deficiencies’ of the Strategic Plan were discussed.  Some stated the Strategic Plan should have a hierarchical set of measures with each layer distinctly defined before attempting to cost measures.  
· It was mentioned that there are measures that can be costed corporately, but the rest may not be.   The Dept would cost the “costable” measures; the remaining costs that go to the end outcome goal will roll up under the end outcome goal and not be associated with a measure.
· Essentially the task is to build a hierarchy, mapping the Bureaus work activity to a costable measure.  The association of the bureau work activity to a DOI activity would map the DOI activity to a costable measure.  It was suggested that a couple of Bureaus try this out first, and then report back to the group. (It would ultimately be decided, however, that all Bureaus would do this) 

· Some Bureaus were apprehensive about taking on this task without additional parameters set by the Department.  GT and DOI would develop a spreadsheet to help bureaus identify costable measures.  OSM requested to meet in 2 wks to discuss the homework.
· 
· 
· POB mentioned that the Department was trying to perform a “gap analysis” by looking at the 2008 DOI Performance Budget submission addressing how bureaus cost performance measures, and what the AOT would build – a crosswalk between ABC work activities and performance measures.
· 
· 
· PLAN FOR THE NEXT COMING WEEKS: Within the next two weeks it will be imperative to identify the DOI strategic plan measures that can be costed corporately (e.g. through the DOI ABC work activities), which ones cannot be costed and why; and how each individual Bureau would do that.
· Nina wants to drive costing performance measures through  the corporate view; It is imperative that what is doable be identified. The main concerns mentioned were:
· A Strategic Plan that does not have a hierarchical model

· Many ABC/M and other systems are used to derive cost of performance measures
· Whether or not it is possible to do BPI at the Bureau level but not at the corporate level (ABC vs. performance).
. 
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